Dept. Genetics,
Univercity of Uisconuin,
“‘adison 6, /isconsin.

lloveriber 2, 1950.

Dr. . . Gerard,
Department of inhyslolegy,
Univercity of (hicroo,
Chicago 37, Illinois.

Dear Or. Gerard:

Thank. yos very much for your letter inviting a contribution to
Physiological Reviews. The title sugrested, ”" nicellular zenetics”
was particularly appeciing, for I have felt that the circunsceristion
of mieroblal genetics was an artificial ons which incluﬂed czubjects
(e.re, croscing-over) which belong 4o forral renetico, and excluded
others which would make for a rmore coherant outlock.

Unfortunately, your letter caught e at a time when I have just been
recovering from certain writing comdltmeatu, and arn involved with others.
o this v2ason, before acrepting your cordial invitation, T would like
to propose certain cuulifications. Zinee these ray not be in accord with

7ith your editorial nlans or policies, I wich t5 ta''s this onortunity
to discuss them with —-ou informally bofore eloong o dafinite coritnent.

Firstly, the enrii=st date by vhieh: [ nould convealently sresare a
manuseript would he February 15, 1952. If the nuner 1s schedule? Tor
1252 publication, this deadline might be rnacceptable.

Further, I must zeafess 40 a lack of interest in prenuring the usunl
type of sww ary review. I hose I've done ny share of that :ort of thing
in 1242 (in “eredity) and 194 (ia innual Review of “icrobislosyl. The
Annual Reviews sce: to be following = policy of repulur WUB’iC”t*on of
rovieve in —icrobicl gencticc and physiological penetics which tales care
cf the nost accute needs for su--arization of nublicationc. It hay,ens,
however, that I have had to give some thought to the Learin- »f -olern
goenetic research on *he clussicul ‘ell Thecry., 1 propcoe, theve”ors, an
easay on ‘Genetice arl tho Cell Theory', but an no! exrtain how arsroiriate
a vehilcle the Thysinlogical Reviews would be. Such un ecsay would arobuhly
incluiz zuite as comrrehensive review of "unicellui:r zeietics’ us woull
be irrolved in a more formal review. lowever, I would Hone throt 1t were
quito clear that I hald a speclfic point of view to cxnound.

I the notion of a speculative criti-ve rather thun an objeetive cum-
mary appeals to you and to the board of editors, I will be glad %o tale
on the assigment -- indeeod will be grateful for the ¢ urtinity.

Yours cincerely,

Joshua Iederbery,
Aassocliate _rofsscor of Genctice.,



